








percent of custodial parents reported the same income. On the higher end of the scale,
less than 9 percent of noncustodial parents reported earning more than $40,000 a year,
while approximately 13.5 percent of custodial parents reported having an income of more
than $40,000. The data does not differ significantly from one year to the next, and neither
do the differences between noncustodial and custodial parents.

Table 8. Individual Annual Income Before Taxes (including all sources of income).

FY FY FY FY
Annual Income 2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 | 2006-2007
Noncustodial parents with income of less
than $10,000 or no income 38% 39% 39% 38%
Custodial parents with income of less
than $10,000 or no income 24% 27% 29% 24%
Noncustodial parents with income of
more than $40,000 8% 7% 9% 8%
Custodial parents with income of more
than $40,000 12% 13% 14% 15%

Overall, these parents have very limited financial resources. Consistently over the past
four years, about half of the access to visitation clients reported individual annual
incomes of less than $20,000 a year. Using the U.S. Census’s poverty threshold for a one-
person, one-child household it is clear that these families hover over the poverty line or
fall below it when you consider that many of these families have more than one child.®

Poverty Threshold for a Two-Person
Household With One Child (1 adult, 1 child)
FY 2003-2004 $12,682
FY 2004-2005 $13,020
FY2005-2006 $13,461
FY 2006-2007 $13,896

The general policy of the grant program has been to make minimum levels of service
delivery available to all families regardless of the ability to pay. However, in most
jurisdictions, programs are struggling (predominately because of budgetary limitations)
with the number of clients they can serve and the amount of visitation time they can offer
clients. The continuous difficulty for programs is whether to discontinue services
prematurely—which does an injustice to both the child and the parents—or schedule less
visitation time per family in order to divide up services more equitably among all
families.

When program demand for services expands and the need for financial assistance
increases, programs are put in the delicate position of choosing whether to help more

% Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey 2004, 2005, 2006 & 2007 Annual
Social and Economic Supplement.
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clients financially without an increase in grant money or to inform families who need
support that they will have to decrease or stop visitations or seek other less favorable
options, if the court order permits.®’

The lack of sufficient funding to subsidize low-income families could serve as a barrier
for parents and children who need these essential services. The demographic profile of
California’s poor low-income families, including the additional factors of California’s
unemployment rate and issues of immigration (e.g., about 46 percent of all children in
California are immigrants and nearly 60 percent of the poor children in California are
immigrants®) raises major policy implications regarding access issues.

Race and ethnicity. Over the past decade the population of the state has grown and is
more diverse.® The diversification of the United States and California is a trend that is
expected to grow exponentially in the future.*® Most of California’s population growth in
the past few decades has occurred among the Latino and Asian populations of the state.”

According to the 2000 Census:
= The Latino population increased by 3 million to compose one-third of the
state’s population.
= The Asian population increased by 1 million to compose one-tenth of the
state’s population.
= The White (non-Latino) population dropped to less than one-half of the state’s
population.

White non-Latino are the largest ethnic group using access to visitation services.
However, consistent with California’s racial and ethnic profile, more than half of the
parents are nonwhite, and about one-third of the noncustodial parents and about one-third
of the custodial parents are Hispanic or Latino. No other ethnic group accounts for more
than 5 percent of the total number of noncustodial parents or custodial parents.

Language needs. Over the past two years, only 2 percent of parents reported that they
were unable to receive services in the language that they are most comfortable speaking.
Although that number is low, the fact remains that at least 15 percent of parents identified
they are most comfortable speaking a language other than English. Of these parents, 85
percent are most comfortable speaking Spanish (no other language accounted for more
than 1 percent of the total responses).

8 Judicial Council of California, Administrative Office of the Courts, California’s Access to
Visitation Grant Program, Fiscal Years 2002—-2003 and 2003-2004 (March 2004), p.

8 Judicial Council of California, Administrative Office of the Courts, California’s Access to
Visitation Grant Program, Fiscal Years 2002-2003 and 2003-2004 (March 2004), p. 21.

:Z Lyons, Andrew, Gender and Ethnicity in the U.S., California and the CSU, (March 2003), p 1.
Ibid.

o Reyes, Belinda I., A Portrait of Race and Ethnicity in California: An Assessment of Social and
Economic Well-Being, Public Policy Institute of California, 2001, p. vii.
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The 2000 U.S. Census documented that more than 28 percent of all Spanish speakers, 23
percent of Asian and Pacific Island language speakers, and 13 percent of Indo-European
language speakers speak English “not well” or “not at all.” ** Programs reported that they
were able to provide service in the language the parents are most comfortable speaking
for 94 percent of noncustodial parents and 97 percent of custodial parents.

As the population continues to become increasingly diverse, parents are more likely to
need assistance in a variety of languages. This is especially true given that California
courts are the most culturally and linguistically diverse in the United States and
California residents speak 224 different languages and innumerable dialects.*® Programs
must have the necessary resources to continue to provide services in languages that are
most comfortable for the client. This includes having sufficient numbers of bilingual staff
and written materials translated to the appropriate languages.

Data Summary Conclusions and Recommendations

A variety of implications and challenges for programs can be based on these
characteristics: staff should be trained in cultural competency to effectively serve
constituents, and providers should have sufficient and adequate funding for safety and
security at each site location to ensure the protection and welfare of all family members.
These initial findings may require additional programmatic or policy directives, as grant—
recipient states are required to ensure that adequate and appropriate procedures are in
place and being used to ensure client safety. Additionally, access to visitation services
need to be affordable to parents. In essence, knowing who is accessing these services
sheds light on how to improve and expand program service delivery and provides a
general baseline to use when measuring whether programs are making an impact in their
court and community. The Access to Visitation Grant Program data collection project
team hopes that data findings will help the Legislature, the courts, and other
policymakers make informed decisions about the future of this grant program.

% U.S. Bureau of Census, Ability to Speak English: 2000 (table QT-P17), available at
http://factfinder.census.gov.

% Judicial Council of California, Administrative Office of the Courts, California’s Access to
Visitation Grant Program, Fiscal Years 2002-2003 and 2003-2004 (March 2004), p.18.
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Conclusion and Future Projects

The Judicial Council of California and the Administrative Office of the Courts will
continue to actively work with the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement,
Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, the Family and Juvenile Law Advisory Committee, courts, grant recipients, and
the state Legislature to address programmatic challenges and enhance high-quality
program service delivery for all California families receiving access to visitation services.

It is anticipated that during fiscal years 2007—-2009, California’s Access to Visitation
Grant Program will undertake an examination of the grant-related services and court and
client needs with the overarching intent of: (1) developing a roadmap for more
comprehensive service delivery; (2) clarifying future directions and goals of the grant
program; and (3) creating both long- and- short-term strategies for addressing ongoing
challenges. The grant program will consult A Collaboration and Strategic Planning
Guide for States: Child Access and Visitation Programs for setting guidance and
framework for the reassessment, reevaluation, and redesign of California Access to
Visitation Program services, where appropriate and feasible.

The guide was produced by the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement,
Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services. It was released in March 2007. The guide describes how to establish an
effective partnership among state Access to Visitation Grant Programs, courts, child
support agencies, and other public and community agencies in analyzing statewide needs
and service delivery, assessment of individual state programs and developing a statewide
access to visitation service strategy to respond to the needs of noncustodial parents.” The
guide is grounded in the experiences of three states (Colorado, Tennessee, and Texas)
and includes practical advice on initiating a successful program planning strategy.”

% Memo to all state I\VV-D directors and state Access to Visitation Grant program coordinators
from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and
Families (March 2007).

% Ibid.
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Appendix A

Map of California
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Appendix B

Section 669b of Title 42 of the United States Code
(Section 469B of the Social Security Act)

PUBLIC LAW 104-193:
PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND WORK
OPPORTUNITY RECONCILIATION ACT

Title 111, Subtitle 1, Section 469b
of the Social Security Act

110 STAT. 2258 PUBLIC LAW 104-193 — AUG. 22, 1996

Subtitle 1--Enhancing Responsibility and Opportunity for Non-Residential Parents
SEC. 391. GRANTS TO STATES FOR ACCESS AND VISITATION PROGRAMS.

Part D of title IV (42 U.S.C. 651-669), as amended by section 353 of this Act, is
amended by adding at the end the following new section:

42 USC 669B “SEC. 469B. GRANTS TO STATES FOR ACCESS AND
VISITATION PROGRAMS.

(@) In General.--The Administration for Children and Families shall make grants
under this section to enable States to establish and administer programs to support and
facilitate noncustodial parents’ access to and visitation of their children, by means of
activities including mediation (both voluntary and mandatory), counseling, education,
development of parenting plans, visitation enforcement (including monitoring,
supervision and neutral drop-off and pickup), and development of guidelines for
visitation and alternative custody arrangements.

“(b) AMOUNT OF GRANT.--The amount of the grant to be made to a State under
this section for a fiscal year shall be an amount equal to the lesser of--

(1) 90 percent of State expenditures during the fiscal
year for activities described in subsection (a); or
“(2) the allotment of the State under subsection (c) for the fiscal year.

“(c) ALLOTMENTS TO STATES.--

(1) IN GENERAL.--The allotment of a State for a fiscal year is the amount that
bears the same ratio to $10,000,000 for grants under this section for the fiscal year as the
number of children in the State living with only 1 biological parent bears to the total
number of such children in all States.

(2) MINIMUM ALLOTMENT.--The Administration for Children
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and Families shall adjust allotments to States under paragraph
(1) as necessary to ensure that no State is allotted less than--
“(A) $50,000 for fiscal year 1997 or 1998; or
(B) $100,000 for any succeeding fiscal year.

7(d) NO SUPPLANTATION OF STATE EXPENDITURES FOR SIMILAR
ACTIVITIES.--A State to which a grant is made under this section may not use the grant
to supplant expenditures by the State for activities specified in subsection (a), but shall
use the grant to supplement such expenditures at a level at least equal to the level of such
expenditures for fiscal year 1995.

““(e) STATE ADMINISTRATION.--Each State to which a grant is made under this
section--

(1) may administer State programs funded with the grant, directly or through
grants to or contracts with courts, local public agencies, or nonprofit private entities;
“(2) shall not be required to operate such programs on a statewide basis; and
“(3) shall monitor, evaluate, and report on such programs in accordance with
regulations prescribed by the Secretary.
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Appendix C

California Family Code 88 3200-3204

3200 [Development of Standards for Supervised Visitation] The Judicial Council shall
develop standards for supervised visitation providers in accordance with the guidelines
set forth in this section. On or before April 1, 1997, the Judicial Council shall report the
standards developed and present an implementation plan to the Legislature. For the
purposes of the development of these standards, the term "provider" shall include any
individual who functions as a visitation monitor, as well as supervised visitation centers.
Provisions shall be made within the standards to allow for the diversity of supervised
visitation providers.

(a) When developing standards, the Judicial Council shall consider all of the
following issues:

(1) The provider's qualifications, experience, and education.

(2) Safety and security procedures, including ratios of children per supervisor.

(3) Any conflict of interest.

(4) Maintenance and disclosure of records, including confidentiality policies.

(5) Procedures for screening, delineation of terms and conditions, and termination
of supervised visitation services.

(6) Procedures for emergency or extenuating situations.

(7) Orientation to and guidelines for cases in which there are allegations of
domestic violence, child abuse, substance abuse, or special circumstances.

(8) The legal obligations and responsibilities of supervisors.

(b) The Judicial Council shall consult with visitation centers, mothers' groups,
fathers' groups, judges, the State Bar of California, children's advocacy groups, domestic
violence prevention groups, Family Court Services, and other groups it regards as
necessary in connection with these standards.

(c) Itis the intent of the Legislature that the safety of children, adults, and
visitation supervisors be a precondition to providing visitation services. Once safety is
assured, the best interest of the child is the paramount consideration at all stages
and particularly in deciding the manner in which supervision is provided.

3201 [First Enacted Section] Supervised Visitation Administration. Any supervised
visitation maintained or imposed by the court shall be administered in accordance with
Section 26.2 of the California Standards of Judicial Administration recommended by the
Judicial Council.

3201. [Second Enacted Section] Administration of Programs; Definitions.

(a) The programs described in this chapter shall be administered by the family law
division of the superior court in the county.

(b) For purposes of this chapter, "education about protecting children during
family disruption™ includes education on parenting skills and the impact of parental
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conflict on children, how to put a parenting agreement into effect, and the responsibility
of both parents to comply with custody and visitation orders.

3202 [Compliance with Requirements; Definitions]

(a) All supervised visitation and exchange programs funded pursuant to this
chapter shall comply with all requirements of the Uniform Standards of Practice for
Providers of Supervised Visitation set forth in Section 26.2 of the Standards of Judicial
Administration as amended. The family law division of the superior court may contract
with eligible providers of supervised visitation and exchange services, education, and
group counseling to provide services under this chapter.

(b) As used in this section, "eligible provider" means:

(1) For providers of supervised visitation and exchange services, a local public
agency or nonprofit entity that satisfies the Uniform Standards of Practice for Providers
of Supervised Visitation.

(2) For providers of group counseling, a professional licensed to practice
psychotherapy in this state, including, but not limited to, a licensed psychiatrist, licensed
psychologist, licensed clinical social worker, or licensed marriage and family therapist; or
a mental health intern working under the direct supervision of a professional licensed to
practice psychotherapy.

(3) For providers of education, a professional with a bachelor's or master's degree
in human behavior, child development, psychology, counseling, family-life education, or
a related field, having specific training in issues relating to child and family development,
substance abuse, child abuse, domestic violence, effective parenting, and the impact of
divorce and interparental conflict on children; or an intern working under the supervision
of that professional.

3203 [Programs and Counseling Administered by the Family Law Division] Subject to
the availability of federal funding for the purposes of this chapter, the family law division
of the superior court in each county may establish and administer a supervised visitation
and exchange program, programs for education about protecting children during family
disruption, and group counseling programs for parents and children under this chapter.
The programs shall allow parties and children to participate in supervised visitation
between a custodial party and a noncustodial party or joint custodians, and to participate
in the education and group counseling programs, irrespective of whether the parties are or
are not married to each other or are currently living separately and apart on a permanent
or temporary basis.

3204 [Administration of Grant Funds]

(a) The Judicial Council shall annually submit an application to the federal
Administration for Children and Families, pursuant to Section 669B of the 1996 Federal
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Recovery Act” (PRWORA), for a grant to
fund child custody and visitation programs pursuant to this chapter.

The Judicial Council shall be charged with the administration of the grant funds.
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(b) (1) It is the intention of the Legislature that, effective October 1, 2000, the
grant funds described in subdivision (a) shall be used to fund the following three types of
programs: supervised visitation and exchange services, education about protecting
children during family disruption, and group counseling for parents and children, as set
forth in this chapter. Contracts shall follow a standard request for proposal procedure
that may include multiple year funding. Requests for proposals shall meet all state and
federal requirements for receiving access and visitation grant funds.

(2) The grant funds shall be awarded with the intent of approving as many requests
for proposals as possible while assuring that each approved proposal would provide
beneficial services and satisfy the overall goals of the program under this chapter. The
Judicial Council shall determine the final number and amount of grants. Requests for
proposals shall be evaluated based on the following criteria:

(A) Availability of services to a broad population of parties.

(B) The ability to expand existing services.

(C) Coordination with other community services.

(D) The hours of service delivery.

(E) The number of counties or regions participating.

(F) Overall cost effectiveness.

(G) The purpose of the program to promote and encourage healthy parent and
child relationships between noncustodial parents and their children, while ensuring the
health, safety, and welfare of the children.

(3) Special consideration for grant funds shall be given to proposals that
coordinate supervised visitation and exchange services, education, and group counseling
with existing court-based programs and services.

(c) The family law division of the superior court in each county shall approve
sliding scale fees that are based on the ability to pay for all parties, including low-income
families, participating in a supervised visitation and exchange, education, and group
counseling programs under this chapter.

(d) The Judicial Council shall, on March 1, 2002, and on the first day of March of
each subsequent year, report to the Legislature on the programs funded pursuant to this
chapter and whether and to what extent those programs are achieving the goal of
promoting and encouraging healthy parent and child relationships between noncustodial
or joint custodial parents and their children while ensuring the health, safety, and welfare
of children, and the other goals described in this chapter.

Assembly Bill 673 (Statutes 1999, chapter 1004 (Honda)); repealed FC § 10100-10102 and added Family Code sections
3201-3204.
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Appendix D

Applicant Courts and Court Subcontractors Funded
From 1997-1998 Through 2006-2007

10-Year Applicant Courts:

Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles: Safe Access and Friendly
Exchanges for Kids (S.A.F.E. for Kids) Program
A Change of Faces (became a court subcontractor in fiscal year 2004)
Bienvenidos Family Services
Children’s Bureau of Southern California (from 2001-2003)
Children’s Center of Antelope Valley (from 1999-2000 and 2002-2003)
Los Angeles Wings of Faith
The Ness Center
Superior Court of Los Angeles County, Family Court Services
Superior Court of Los Angeles County: For the Children Parent Education
Curriculum (from 1997-1998)
Richstone Family Center (closed in fiscal year 2004)

Superior Court of California, County of Mendocino: The North Coast Family Access
and Opportunities Program

Del Norte Child Care Council

Exchange Club Parenting Center (became a court subcontractor in fiscal year 2006)

Mendocino Family and Youth Services

S.A.F.E. for You (CASA of Humboldt County) (from 1997-2005)

Superior Court of Del Norte County, Family Court Services

Superior Court of Humboldt County, Family Court Services

Superior Court of Mendocino, Family Court Services

Superior Court of California, County of Napa: Napa Access Program
COPE Family Center
Health and Human Services, Napa County
Napa Police Department
Superior Court of Napa County, Family Court Services

Superior Court of California, County of San Francisco: Family Cohesion
Collaborative Program

Apple Family Center (from 1997-1999)

COPE Family Center (from 1997-2001)

Rally Family Visitation Services of St. Francis Memorial Hospital

Superior Court of Alameda County (from 2001-2002)

Superior Court of Marin County (from 1997-1999)

Superior Court of Napa County (from 1997-2001)

Superior Court of San Francisco County, Unified Family Court
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Superior Court of California, County of Santa Clara: Connections for Kids Program

Chamberlain Children’s Center (from 1997-2002)

Community Solutions for Families, Children, and Individuals, Inc. (closed in fiscal
year 2006)

Creative Family Connections (closed in fiscal year 2003)

Family Service Agency of Monterey County (from 1997-2002)

Family Service Agency of San Mateo County

Next Door Solutions to Domestic Violence (became a court subcontractor in fiscal
year 2006)

Superior Court of San Mateo County, Family Court Services

Superior Court of Santa Clara County, Family Court Services

Walnut Avenue Women’s Center (became a court subcontractor in fiscal year 1998—
1999)

Superior Court of California, County of Santa Cruz: Tri-County Collaboration
(TCC)-Connections for Kids Program (became separate applicant court in fiscal year
2002)

Chamberlain’s Children’s Center (San Benito County)

Family Service Agency of Monterey County

Superior Court of Monterey County, Family Court Services

Superior Court of San Benito County, Family Court Services

Superior Court of Santa Cruz County, Family Court Services

Walnut Avenue Women’s Center (Santa Cruz County)

Superior Court of California, County of Shasta: Unified Parent Access Program
Alternative to Violence (County of Tehama)
Environmental Alternatives (County of Siskiyou—fiscal years 1997-2001)
Family Service Agency Parenting Center (Shasta County)
Human Response Network (County of Trinity—fiscal years 1997-2000)
Indian Child Welfare Program, Karuk (County of Siskiyou—fiscal years 1997
through 2001)
Kids” Connection—Trinity Court Program, Family Court Services
Northern California Center for Family Awareness— Kids” Turn Shasta Cascade
Superior Court of Shasta County, Family Court Services
Superior Court of Siskiyou County, Family Court Services
Superior Court of Tehama County, Family Court Services
Superior Court of Trinity County, Family Court Services
Tulelake/Newell Family Center (County of Siskiyou—fiscal years 1997-2001)

9-Year Applicant Courts:

Superior Court of California, County of Sonoma: Visitation Enhancement Program
California Parenting Institute (CPI)
Sonoma County Legal Services Foundation
Superior Court of Sonoma County, Family Court Services
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6-Year Applicant Courts:

Superior Court of California, County of Butte: All About Kids Program?
Parent Education Network (PEN)
Family Bar Association (from 1999-2002)
Family Law Facilitator’s Office (County of Butte—fiscal years 1999-2002)
Family Law Facilitator’s Office (County of Glenn—fiscal years 1999-2002)
Superior Court of Butte County, Family Court Services
Superior Court of Glenn County, Family Court Services
Superior Court of Plumas County, Family Court Services

Superior Court of California, County of Fresno: Safe Watch Program®
Child Protective Services (from 1997-1998)
Comprehensive Youth Services
Fresno County Probation Department (from 1997-1998)
Kids’ Turn Program (became a court subcontractor in fiscal year 2005)
Superior Court of Fresno County, Family Court Services
Superior Court of Kings County, Family Court Services (from 1997-1998)
Superior Court of Madera County, Family Court Services (from 1997-1998)

Superior Court of California, County of Orange: Keeping Kids Safe Program*
Coastal Family Therapy Services (from 2003-2004)
Family Assessment, Counseling, and Educational Services, Inc. (F.A.C.E.S.)
Korean Community Services (K.C. Services)
La Familia
Superior Court of Orange County, Family Court Services

Superior Court of California, County of Sacramento: The Access to Visitation
Program

Auburn Women’s Center (from 2001-2002)

CASA of Sacramento County

Child Abuse Prevention Council (County of San Joaquin)

Family Resource Center (County of Yolo—fiscal year 2001-2002)

New Morning Youth and Family Services (County of EI Dorado—fiscal year 1997-

1998)

Placer Women’s Center/PEACE (County of Placer—fiscal year 1999-2001)

Rainbow Children’s Center (County of Solano)

Sexual Assault and Domestic Violence Center (County of Yolo)

Superior Court of Placer County, Family Court Services

Superior Court of Sacramento County, Family Court Services

% In fiscal year 1999-2000, this program was called Butte and Glenn County Supervised
Visitation Program.

® The applicant court and subcontractors were funded for fiscal years 1997-1998, 2000-2001,
and 2003 to present. In 1997-1998 the program was called Family Access Services Team
(FAST) Program.

* The applicant court and subcontractors were funded for fiscal years 1997-1998, 2000-2001,
and 2003—present.



Superior Court of San Joaquin County, Family Court Services
Superior Court of Solano County, Family Court Services
Superior Court of Yolo County, Family Court Services
Walter Britten Visitation Center (County of San Joaquin)
Woodland Family Resource Center (from 1999-2001)

Superior Court of California, County of Tulare: Supervised Visitation Program
Family Services of Tulare County
Kings County Probation Department
Superior Court of Kings County, Family Court Services
Superior Court of Tulare County, Family Court Services

5-Year Applicant Courts:

Superior Court of California, County of San Bernardino: Parents and Children
Together Safely (PACTS)
County Department of Behavior and Health (from 1997-2001)
Redlands/Yucaipa Guidance Clinic (from 1997-2001)
YMCA of Greater San Bernardino
Superior Court of San Bernardino County, Family Court Services

Superior Court of California, County of Santa Barbara: Parental Access Program
Alliance (PAPA)

CASA/Voices for Children (County of San Luis Obispo)

Family Law Facilitator’s Office (County of Santa Barbara)

Interface Children Family Services (County of Ventura)

Santa Barbara Family Education, Inc. (from 1999-2001)

Shelter Services for Women (County of Santa Barbara)

Superior Court of San Luis Obispo County, Family Court Services

Superior Court of Santa Barbara County, Family Court Services

Superior Court of Ventura County, Family Court Services

Superior Court of California, County of Yuba: Kids First Yuba-Sutter Family
Visitation and Exchange Program

Parent Education Network (PEN)

Superior Court of Sutter County, Family Court Services

Superior Court of Yuba County, Family Court Services

4-Year Applicant Courts:

Superior Court of California, County of Contra Costa: Visitation, Education,
Collaboration, Training, Outreach Resources Program (VECTOR)®

Apple Family Works (from 1997-1998 and 1999-2000)

California Parenting Institute (from 1997-1998 and 1999-2000)

®> The applicant court and subcontractors were funded for fiscal years 1997-1998, 1999-2000,
and 2000-2002. In fiscal year 2000-2002, this program was called Responsive Supervised
Visitation Program (RSVP).



Contra Costa College (from 2000-2002)

Family Services Agency of Stanislaus County (from 1997-1998 and 1999-2000)
Safe Exchange (from 1997-1998 and 1999-2002)

Sierra Vista Children’s Center (from 1997-1998 and 1999-2000)

Sonoma County Legal Services Foundation (from 1997-1998 and 1999-2000)
Superior Court of Alameda County, Family Court Services

Superior Court of Contra Costa County, Family Court Services

Superior Court of Marin County, Family Court Services

Superior Court of Sierra County, Family Court Services

Superior Court of Sonoma County, Family Court Services

Superior Court of Stanislaus County, Family Court Services

Superior Court of California, County of San Diego: San Diego Kids’ Turn Program®
Kids’ Turn of San Diego County (from 1997-1998 and 2000-2003)
Real Solutions Center for Children (from 1997-1998 and 2000-2001)
Superior Court of San Diego County, Family Court Services

3-Year Applicant Courts:

Superior Court of California, County of Merced: Children’s Access to Parents (CAP)
Children’s Access to Parents (CASA of Merced County)
Superior Court of Merced County, Family Court Services

2-Year Applicant Courts:

Superior County of California, County of Amador: Family Connections Program’
Amador-Tuolumne County Community Action Agency (ATCAA)
Human Resource Council (County of Calaveras)
Superior Court of Amador County, Family Court Services
Superior Court of Calaveras County, Family Court Services
Superior Court of Tuolumne County, Family Court Services

Superior Court of California, County of Madera: See Room: Access to Visitation and
Exchange Program®

Madera County Community Action Agency

Superior Court of Madera County, Family Court Services

® In fiscal year 1997-1987, this program was called Real Solutions Visitation Program and in
fiscal year 2000-2001, this program was called Responsible-Involved Co-Parent Program
(RICP).

" The applicant court and subcontractors were funded for fiscal years 1997-1998 and 2002—2003.

® The applicant court and subcontractors were funded for fiscal years 2002-2003 and 2003-2004.
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Appendix E

Federal Funding Allocation to California and Applicant Court Grant Awards

Grant
Fiscal Year

Federal
Funding
Allocation to
California®

Range of Grant Awards

Total
Allocation to
Courts

Total Grants to
Applicant
Courts

Total Number
of Courts in
Court/ County
Collaborations

1997-1998

$1,113,750

$10,000-$300,000
(grant awards ranged from
$13,000 to $200,000)

$1,001,167

14

37

1998-1999

$1,113,750

$80,000-$300,000
(grant awards ranged from
$45,000 to $162,000)

$901,725

25

1999-2000

$939,838

$30,000-$200,000
(grant awards ranged from
$16,000 to $96,000)

$798,945

10

31

2000-2001

$987,501

$30,000-$90,000
(grant awards ranged from
$18,000 to $81,000)

$799,225

10

30

2001-2002

$987,501

$30,000-$80,000
(grant awards ranged from
$30,000 to $80,000)

$800,000

14

28

2002-2003

$970,431

$80,000 maximum
(grant awards ranged from
$18,000 to $80,000)

$800,000

16

34

2003-2004

$970,431

Maximum awards based on
population size (grant
awards ranged from $45,000
to $100,000)

$780,000

14

27

2004-2005

$988,710

Maximum awards based on
population size (grant
awards ranged from $45,000
to $100,000)

$780,000

13

26

2005-2006

$988,710

Maximum awards based on
population size (grant
awards ranged from $45,000
to $100,000)

$780,000

13

24

2006-2007

$987,973

Maximum awards based on
population size (grant
awards ranged from $45,000
to $100,000)

$783,500

14

25

2007-2008

$950,189

Same as the above

$771,538

13

24

% This grant award amount does not represent the 10 percent required state match.
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Appendix F

Standard 5.20 of California Standards of Judicial
Administration

Standard 5.20. Uniform standards of practice for providers of supervised visitation
(a) Scope of service

This standard defines the standards of practice, including duties and obligations, for
providers of supervised visitation under Family Code section 3200. Unless specified
otherwise, the standards of practice are designed to apply to all providers of
supervised visitation, whether the provider is a friend, relative, paid independent
contractor, employee, intern, or volunteer operating independently or through a
supervised visitation center or agency. The goal of these standards of practice is to
assure the safety and welfare of the child, adults, and providers of supervised
visitation. Once safety is assured, the best interest of the child is the paramount
consideration at all stages and particularly in deciding the manner in which
supervision is provided. Each court is encouraged to adopt local court rules necessary
to implement these standards of practice.

(Subd (a) amended effective January 1, 2007.)
(b) Definition

Family Code section 3200 defines the term "provider" as including any individual or
supervised visitation center that monitors visitation. Supervised visitation is contact
between a noncustodial party and one or more children in the presence of a neutral
third person. These standards of practice and this definition do not apply to
supervision of visitation exchanges only, but may be useful in that context.

(Subd (b) amended effective January 1, 2007.)
(c) Qualifications of the provider

Who provides the supervision and the manner in which supervision is provided
depends on different factors, including local resources, the financial situation of the
parties, and the degree of risk in each case. While the court makes the final decision
as to the manner in which supervision is provided and any terms or conditions, the
court may consider recommendations by the attorney for the child, the parties and
their attorneys, Family Court Services staff, evaluators, therapists, and providers of
supervised visitation.

(1) A "nonprofessional provider™ is any person who is not paid for providing

supervised visitation services. Unless otherwise ordered by the court or
stipulated by the parties, the nonprofessional provider should:
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)

(A) Be 21 years of age or older;

(B)

(©)

Have no conviction for driving under the influence (DUI) within the last 5
years;

Not have been on probation or parole for the last 10 years;

(D) Have no record of a conviction for child molestation, child abuse, or other

(E)
(F)

(G)

(H)
(1
Q)

crimes against a person;
Have proof of automobile insurance if transporting the child;

Have no civil, criminal, or juvenile restraining orders within the last 10
years;

Have no current or past court order in which the provider is the person
being supervised;

Not be financially dependent on the person being supervised;
Have no conflict of interest under (g); and

Agree to adhere to and enforce the court order regarding supervised
visitation.

A "professional provider" is any person paid for providing supervised visitation
services, or an independent contractor, employee, intern, or volunteer operating
independently or through a supervised visitation center or agency. The
professional provider should:

(A)
(B)

(©)
(D)

(E)
(F)

Be 21 years of age or older;

Have no conviction for driving under the influence (DUI) within the last 5
years;

Not have been on probation or parole for the last 10 years;

Have no record of a conviction for child molestation, child abuse, or other
crimes against a person;

Have proof of automobile insurance if transporting the child;

Have no civil, criminal, or juvenile restraining orders within the last 10
years;



3)

(G) Have no current or past court order in which the provider is the person
being supervised;

(H) Be able to speak the language of the party being supervised and of the child,
or the provider must provide a neutral interpreter over the age of 18 who is
able to do so;

() Have no conflict of interest under (g); and

(J) Agree to adhere to and enforce the court order regarding supervised
visitation.

A "therapeutic provider" is a licensed mental health professional paid for
providing supervised visitation services, including a psychiatrist, a psychologist,
a clinical social worker, a marriage and family counselor, or an intern working
under direct supervision of a qualified licensed mental health professional. A
therapeutic provider should meet the qualifications provided in (c)(2). A judicial
officer may order therapeutic supervision for cases requiring a clinical setting.

(Subd (c) amended effective January 1, 2007.)

(d) Training for providers

@)

)

Each court is encouraged to make available to all providers informational
materials about the role of a provider, the terms and conditions of supervised
visitation, and the legal responsibilities and obligations of a provider under this
standard.

In addition, professional and therapeutic providers should receive training that
should include the following subjects:

(A) The role of a professional and therapeutic provider;
(B) Child abuse reporting laws;

(C) Record-keeping procedures;

(D) Screening, monitoring, and termination of visitation;
(E) Developmental needs of children;

(F) Legal responsibilities and obligations of a provider;
(G) Cultural sensitivity;

(H) Conflicts of interest;



(I) Confidentiality; and

(J) Issues relating to substance abuse, child abuse, sexual abuse, and domestic
violence.

(Subd (d) adopted effective January 1, 2007.)
(e) Safety and security procedures

All providers should make every reasonable effort to assure the safety and welfare of
the child and adults during the visitation. Supervised visitation centers should
establish a written protocol with the assistance of the local law enforcement agency
that describes the emergency assistance and responses that can be expected from the
local law enforcement agency. In addition, the professional and therapeutic provider
should:

(1) Establish and state in writing minimum security procedures and inform the
parties of these procedures before the commencement of supervised visitation;

(2) Conduct comprehensive intake and screening to assess the nature and degree of
risk for each case. The procedures for intake should include separate interviews
with the parties before the first visit. During the interview, the provider should
obtain identifying information and explain the reasons for temporary suspension
or termination of a visit under this standard. If the child is of sufficient age and
capacity, the provider should include the child in part of the intake or
orientation process. Any discussion should be presented to the child in a manner
appropriate to the child's developmental stage;

(3) Obtain during the intake process:
(A) Copies of any protective order;
(B) Current court orders;
(C) Any Judicial Council form relating to supervised visitation orders;

(D) A report of any written records of allegations of domestic violence or abuse;
and

(E) An account of the child's health needs if the child has a chronic health
condition;

(4) Establish written procedures that must be followed in the event a child is
abducted during supervised visitation; and



(5) Suspend or terminate supervised visitation if the provider determines that the
risk factors present are placing in jeopardy the safety and welfare of the child or
provider as enumerated in (j).

(Subd (e) amended and relettered effective January 1, 2007; adopted as subd (d) effective
January 1, 1998.)

(f) Ratio of children to provider
The ratio of children to a professional provider should be contingent on:
(1) The degree of risk factors present in each case;
(2) The nature of supervision required in each case;
(3) The number and ages of the children to be supervised during a visit;
(4) The number of people visiting the child during the visit;
(5) The duration and location of the visit; and
(6) The experience of the provider.

(Subd (f) amended and relettered effective January 1, 2007; adopted as subd (e) effective
January 1, 1998.)

(9) Conflict of interest
All providers should maintain neutrality by refusing to discuss the merits of the case
or agree with or support one party over another. Any discussion between a provider
and the parties should be for the purposes of arranging visitation and providing for the
safety of the children. In order to avoid a conflict of interest, the provider should not:
(1) Be financially dependent on the person being supervised;

(2) Bean employee of the person being supervised,

(3) Be an employee of or affiliated with any superior court in the county in which
the supervision is ordered unless specified in the employment contract; or

(4) Beinan intimate relationship with the person being supervised.

(Subd (g) amended and relettered effective January 1, 2007; adopted as subd (f) effective
January 1, 1998.)



(h) Maintenance and disclosure of records

1)

(2)

3)

(4)

Professional and therapeutic providers should keep a record for each case,
including the following:

(A) A written record of each contact and visit, including the date, time, and
duration of the contact or visit;

(B) Who attended the visit;
(C) A summary of activities during the visit;

(D) Actions taken by the provider, including any interruptions, terminations of a
visit, and reasons for these actions;

(E) An account of critical incidents, including physical or verbal altercations
and threats;

(F) Violations of protective or court visitation orders;
(G) Any failure to comply with the terms and conditions of the visitation; and
(H) Any incidence of abuse as required by law.

Case recordings should be limited to facts, observations, and direct statements
made by the parties, not personal conclusions, suggestions, or opinions of the
provider. All contacts by the provider in person, in writing, or by telephone with
either party, the children, the court, attorneys, mental health professionals, and
referring agencies should be documented in the case file. All entries should be
dated and signed by the person recording the entry.

If ordered by the court or requested by either party or the attorney for either
party or the attorney for the child, a report about the supervised visit should be
produced. These reports should include facts, observations, and direct
statements and not opinions or recommendations regarding future visitation
unless ordered by the court. A copy of any report should be sent to all parties,
their attorneys, and the attorney for the child.

Any identifying information about the parties and the child, including addresses,
telephone numbers, places of employment, and schools, is confidential, should
not be disclosed, and should be deleted from documents before releasing them
to any court, attorney, attorney for the child, party, mediator, evaluator, mental
health professional, social worker, or referring agency, except as required in
reporting suspected child abuse.



(Subd (h) amended and relettered effective January 1, 2007; adopted as subd (g) effective
January 1, 1998.)

(i) Confidentiality
Communications between parties and providers of supervised visitation are not
protected by any privilege of confidentiality. The psychotherapist-patient privilege
does not apply during therapeutic supervision. Professional and therapeutic providers
should, whenever possible, maintain confidentiality regarding the case except when:
(1) Ordered by the court;

(2) Subpoenaed to produce records or testify in court;

(3) Requested to provide information about the case by a mediator or evaluator in
conjunction with a court-ordered mediation, investigation, or evaluation;

(4) Required to provide information about the case by Child Protective Services; or
(5) Requested to provide information about the case by law enforcement.

(Subd (i) amended and relettered effective January 1, 2007; adopted as subd (h) effective
January 1, 1998.)

() Delineation of terms and conditions

The provider bears the sole responsibility for enforcement of all the terms and

conditions of any supervised visitation. Unless otherwise ordered by the court, the

provider should:

(1) Monitor conditions to assure the safety and welfare of the child;

(2) Enforce the frequency and duration of the visits as ordered by the court;

(3) Avoid any attempt to take sides with either party;

(4) Ensure that all contact between the child and the noncustodial party is within the
provider's hearing and sight at all times, and that discussions are audible to the
provider;

(5) Speak in a language spoken by the child and the noncustodial party;

(6) Allow no derogatory comments about the other parent, his or her family,
caretaker, child, or child's siblings;

(7) Allow no discussion of the court case or possible future outcomes;



(8) Allow neither the provider nor the child to be used to gather information about
the other party or caretaker or to transmit documents, information, or personal
possessions;

(9) Allow no spanking, hitting, or threatening the child;

(10) Allow no visits to occur while the visiting party appears to be under the
influence of alcohol or illegal drugs;

(11) Allow no emotional, verbal, physical, or sexual abuse; and

(12) Ensure that the parties follow any additional rules set forth by the provider or
the court.

(Subd (j) amended and relettered effective January 1, 2007; adopted as subd (i) effective
January 1, 1998.)

(k) Safety considerations for sexual abuse cases

In cases where there are allegations of sexual abuse, in addition to the requirements of

(1), the provider should comply with the following terms and conditions, unless

otherwise ordered by the court:

(1) Allow no exchanges of gifts, money, or cards;

(2) Allow no photographing, audiotaping, or videotaping of the child,;

(3) Allow no physical contact with the child such as lap sitting, hair combing,
stroking, hand holding, prolonged hugging, wrestling, tickling, horseplaying,
changing diapers, or accompanying the child to the bathroom;

(4) Allow no whispering, passing notes, hand signals, or body signals; and

(5) Allow no supervised visitation in the location where the alleged sexual abuse
occurred.

(Subd (k) amended and relettered effective January 1, 2007; adopted as subd (j) effective
January 1, 1998.)

(1) Legal responsibilities and obligations of a provider
All providers of supervised visitation should:

(1) Advise the parties before commencement of supervised visitation that no
confidential privilege exists;



)

©)
(4)

Report suspected child abuse to the appropriate agency, as provided by law, and
inform the parties of the provider's obligation to make such reports;

Implement the terms and conditions under (j); and

Suspend or terminate visitation under (n).

(Subd (I) amended and relettered effective January 1, 2007; adopted as subd (k) effective
January 1, 1998.)

(m) Additional legal responsibilities of professional and therapeutic providers

In addition to the legal responsibilities and obligations required in (l), professional
and therapeutic providers should:

1)

)
©)
(4)

Prepare a written contract to be signed by the parties before commencement of
the supervised visitation. The contract should inform each party of the terms and
conditions of supervised visitation;

Review custody and visitation orders relevant to the supervised visitation;

Implement an intake and screening procedure under (e)(2); and

Comply with additional requirements under (0).

(Subd (m) amended and relettered effective January 1, 2007; adopted as subd (1) effective
January 1, 1998.)

(n) Temporary suspension or termination of supervised visitation

1)

)

©)
(4)

All providers should make every reasonable effort to provide a safe visit for the
child and the noncustodial party.

However, if a provider determines that the rules of the visit have been violated,
the child has become acutely distressed, or the safety of the child or the provider
Is at risk, the visit may be temporarily interrupted, rescheduled at a later date, or
terminated.

All interruptions or terminations of visits should be recorded in the case file.

All providers should advise both parties of the reasons for interruption of a visit
or termination.

(Subd (n) amended and relettered effective January 1, 2007; adopted as subd (m) effective
January 1, 1998.)



(o) Additional requirements for professional and therapeutic providers
Professional and therapeutic providers should state the reasons for temporary
suspension or termination of supervised visitation in writing and provide the written
statement to both parties, their attorneys, the attorney for the child, and the court.

(Subd (0) amended and relettered effective January 1, 2007; adopted as subd (n) effective
January 1, 1998.)

Standard 5.20 amended and renumbered effective January 1, 2007; adopted as sec. 26.2 effective
January 1, 1998.

xa
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Appendix G

Napa Access Supervised Visitation and Exchange Services
Exit Protocol Report

Today’s date:

____Visits/exchanges have been completed and parties are referred to Family Court Services

Names of parties:

Custodial parent: Noncustodial parent:

Reason for referral to Family Court Services:

Names & ages of children:

Case number(s):

Service type (check one): O Supervised visitation [ Supervised exchange

History of service delivery:

Date of court order: Date of service commencement:
Number of visits/exchanges per week: Number of hours per visit:
Number of visits/exchanges: Attempted to date: Completed to date:

Status of services as of this date:
O Ongoing

O Suspended Suspension date(s):

O Terminated Termination date(s):

Reason for suspension/termination (see detailed explanation in critical incident summary):

Summary of critical incidents, if any (continue on back if more room required):

History of visit cancellations & reasons stated by party:

Custodial parent:
Non-custodial parent:

Signed: Date:
Staff Name Here
Napa Access Program Coordinator
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Superior Court of Napa County, Napa Access Exit Protocol Instructions
Approved May 16, 2007

In the event that the program coordinator has suspended or terminated service provision because
program guidelines were violated by one or both parties, and the coordinator has made
reasonable effort to restart services and those efforts have proven to be unsuccessful, the
coordinator may refer the matter to mediation for the parties to determine a revised visitation
schedule.

Upon satisfaction of any of the above conditions, the program coordinator will complete an exit
protocol report and forward it to Family Court Services for further action. (See attached.) A copy
of the report will be sent to all parties and, if they are represented by counsel, to the parties’
and/or children’s attorneys. Upon receipt of the exit protocol report, the Family Court Resource
Specialist will review the case file and take one of the following actions depending upon the age
or status of the case:

e |If the matter was referred to Family Court Services within the last year, the resource
specialist will confer with the assigned Family Court Services mediator to schedule a
mediation session for the family.

e If the referral to Family Court Services is more than one year old, the resource specialist
will inform the parties that they must file an OSC or motion regarding child custody
and/or visitation to be referred back to mediation.

¢ Finally, if the resource specialist determines that the parties were not previously referred
to Family Court Services mediation, the resource specialist will inform the parties that
they must file an OSC or motion to be referred to mediation. Parties may obtain an OSC
or motion through their attorney, or if unrepresented, through the Family Law
Facilitator’s office.

The Resource Specialist will file the Napa Access coordinator’s exit protocol report in the
mediation case file. It is hoped that through mediation the parties will be able to reach a new
agreement (where appropriate) that eliminates the need for further formal supervised visitation
through the Napa Access program. If the parties are unable to reach an agreement, Family Court
Services may refer the matter back to court for a determination as to the propriety of the current
supervised visitation or exchange order.





